dosimeter badge was 3.36 times the TLV.  Further, it was twice
the TLV of the other two employees.  Citation No. 2008502 was
issued by inspector Seale on July 20, 1982, for the exposure to
the mercury fumes to Herrera, White and Atkins that occurred on
May 4, 1982 (Tr. 171, 172, 189, 190; Ex. R9).  The delay of over
three months was caused in part by the time required to analyze
the exposure (Tr. 171, 172, 189, 190; Ex. R9).  On August 10,
1982, Citation 2008502 was terminated when it was found that the
TLV for mercury complied with the standard (Tr. 184; Ex. R27).

Witness Seale also testified generally converning the
meaning of the TLV and TWA for mercury (Tr. 164-167; Ex. R6).

Hamby and Atkins discussed the TLV's.  Atkins was always
trying to convert the TLV's to parts per million.  But there is
no relationship between the two (Tr. 282).

After the MSHA inspection Cyprus continued to test for
mercury by using 3M badges, sniffer equipment, as well as urine
and blood sampling. Hamby discussed rules and practices with
employees and instructed them to wear respirators (Tr. 268,
270-273, 285; Ex. RIO, Rll).  The purpose was to address the
mercury problem and protect the employees (Tr. 272).  On one
occasion Atkins was not wearing his respirator and Hamby advised
him of the company policy (Tr. 174, 273; Ex. Rll).

To alleviate the mercury problem Cyprus also hired
D'Appalonea, a mercury clean-up company.  They used sulfur dust,
an industrial vacuum cleaner and sponges to clean-up the ADR in
June (Tr. '280; Ex. R12) .

In June 1982 Cyprus also ordered a new ventilation system.
It was installed in the ADR in August 1982 (Tr. 296).

In a performance report of July 6, 1982, Hamby rated Atkins
unsatisfactory in hygiene, safety, housekeeping, willingness to
work, dependability, attendance and initiative (Tr. 275, 277; Ex
R13).

Concerning attendance, it was company policy to advise an
employee when he had accrued six absences.  After missing eight
days the employee receives a written warning stating that termi-
nation is possible on the tenth absence.  Atkins was given a
written warning on July 8, 1982, for his eighth absence.  Atkins
refused to sign the notice because of a disagreement over what
constituted an excused absence (Tr. 276; Ex. R22).

Atkins' doctor said he couldn't be exposed to chemicals so
he couldn't be placed back in the ADR (Tr. 289),
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